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DETAILED ACTION 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

1 . The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 

obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

2. The factual inquiries set forth in Graham v. John Deere Co., 383 U.S. 1, 148 USPQ 459 
(1966), that are applied for establishing a background for determining obviousness under 35 
U.S.C. 103(a) are summarized as follows: 

1 . Determining the scope and contents of the prior art. 

2. Ascertaining the differences between the prior art and the claims at issue. 

3. Resolving the level of ordinary skill in the pertinent art. 

4. Considering objective evidence present in the application indicating obviousness 
or nonobviousness. 

3. Claims 1-3, 13-16, 37, 39, and 40 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Ohshima et al '256 in view of Wakabayashi et al '21 1 or Munks '214. 

With respect to claims 1-3, 37, 39, and 40, Ohshima c 256 teaches a semiconductor laser 
(31) configured to emit a laser beam; a lens (35) configured to allow a laser beam emitted from a 
semiconductor laser to pass therethrough; first and second photodetectors (38 and 41) configured 
to receive the laser beam passed through the lens; and a wavelength filter (42) disposed in an 
optical path between the semiconductor laser and the first photodetector, wherein the wavelength 
filter (42) is disposed outside an optical path between the semiconductor laser (31) and the 
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second photodector (38). Claims 1-3, 37, 39, and 40 require the lens be a cylindrical lens. 
Cylindrical lenses are well-known and commonly used in the art, as is evidenced by 
Wakabayashi (column 9, lines 32-37) and Munks (column 9, lines 21-27). At the time of the 
invention, it would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art to take the system 
Ohshima and specifically state a cylindrical lens. The motivation for doing so would have been 
to provide an optical element with desired focal properties. 

With respect to claim 2, Ohshima teaches the wavelength filter (42) being disposed in the 
optical path between the cylindrical lens (35) and the first photo detector (41). 

With respect to claims 13-15, Ohshima teaches a control circuit (57) and a temperature- 
keeping device (column 3, lines 23-37). 

With respect to claim 16, Ohshima teaches a control circuit (57) configured to control the 
semiconductor laser according to an intensity of the laser beam received by the second 
photodetector (column 3, lines 23-37). 

4. Claims 1-3, 13-18, 37, 39, and 40 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Le Gall et al US 2002/0061039 in view of Wakabayashi et al '21 1 or Munks 
'214. 

With respect to claims 1, 3, 37, 39, and 40, Le Gall teaches a semiconductor laser (7) 
configured to emit a laser beam; a lens (8) configured to allow a laser beam emitted from a 
semiconductor laser to-pass therethrough; first and second photodetectors (10 and 11) configured 
to receive the laser beam passed through the lens; and a wavelength filter (9) disposed in an 
optical path between the semiconductor laser and the first photodetector, wherein the wavelength 
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filter is disposed outside an optical path between the semiconductor laser and the second 
photodetector (figures 6 and 7). Claims 1-3, 37, 39, and 40 require the lens be a cylindrical lens. 
Cylindrical lenses are well-known and commonly used in the art, as is evidenced by 
Wakabayashi (column 9, lines 32-37) and Munks (column 9, lines 21-27). At the time of the 
invention, it would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art to take the system 
Le Gall and specifically state a cylindrical lens. The motivation for doing so would have been to 
provide an optical element with desired focal properties. 

With respect to claim 2, Le Gall teaches the wavelength filter being disposed in the 
optical path between the cylindrical lens and the first photo detector (figures 6 and 7). 

With respect to claims 13-15, Le Gall teaches a control circuit and a temperature-keeping 
device (paragraph 0013). 

With respect to claim 16, Le Gall teaches a control circuit configured to control the 
semiconductor laser according to an intensity of the laser beam received by the second 
photodetector (paragraph 0013). 

With respect to claims 17 and 18, Le Gall teaches the first and second photodetector 
being disposed adjacent to each other in a direction parallel to a center axis of the cylindrical lens 
(figures 6 and 7). 

5. Claims 4, 5, and 8 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Ohshima et al '256 in view of Wakabayashi et al '211 or Munks '214, as applied to claims 1-3, 
13-16, 37, 39, and 40 above, and further in view of Greve et al '476. 
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With respect to claims 4 and 5 5 Greve teaches a birefringent crystal (column 6, lines 15- 
25). Ohshima and Greve are analogous art because they are from a similar problem solving area: 
wavelength monitoring devices. Therefore, at the time of the invention, it would have been 
obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art to combine the birefringent crystal of Greve with 
the system as taught or suggested by Ohshima. The motivation for doing so would have been to 
dispersive element for dispersing and filtering the laser beam. 

With respect to claim 8, Ohshima teaches the wavelength filter (42) being disposed in the 
optical path between the cylindrical lens (35) and the first photodetector (41). 

6. Claims 4, 5, and 8 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Le Gall 
et al US 2002/0061039 in view of Wakabayashi et al '21 1 or Munks '214, as applied to claims 1- 
3, 13-18, 37, 39, and 40 above, and further in view of Greve et al '476. 

With respect to claims 4 and 5, Greve teaches a birefringent crystal (column 6, lines 15- 
25). Le Gall and Greve are analogous art because they are from a similar problem solving area: 
wavelength monitoring devices. Therefore, at the time of the invention, it would have been 
obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art to combine the birefringent crystal of Greve with 
the system as taught or suggested by Le Gall. The motivation for doing so would have been to 
dispersive element for dispersing and filtering the laser beam. 

With respect to claim 8, Le Gall teaches the wavelength filter (9) being disposed in the 
optical path between the cylindrical lens (8) and the first photodetector (10). 
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7. Claims 6 and 7 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Ohshima 
et al '256 in view of Wakabayashi et al '21 1 or Munks '214, as applied to claims 1-3, 13-16, 37, 
39, and 40 above, and further in view of Takahashi '084. 

Claim 6 requires the first and second photodetectors have an elongated beam receiving 
face. Photodetectors come in various shapes, and an elongated photodetector is utilized by 
Takahashi in a laser system (column 3, lines 60-65). Therefore, it would have been obvious to 
one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to combine the elongated 
photodetectors of Takahashi with the system as taught or suggested by Ohshima. The motivation 
for doing so would have been to detect more of the laser beam, or to adapt the photodetector to 
an elongated laser beam. Therefore, it would have been obvious to combine Takahashi with the 
system as taught or suggested by Ohshima. Claim 6 further requires the elongation direction of 
each of the first and second photodetectors be oriented perpendicular to a center axis of the 
cylindrical lens. It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to take the system taught by Ohshima and arrange the photodetectors so that 
their elongated direction be oriented perpendicular to a center axis of the cylindrical lens, since it 
has been held that rearranging parts of an invention involves only routine skill in the art. In re 
Japikse, 86 USPQ 70. 

Claim 7 requires the first and second photodetectors have a rectangular beam receiving 
face. Photodetectors come in various shapes, and a rectangular photodetector is utilized by 
Takahashi in a laser system (column 3, lines 60-65). Therefore, it would have been obvious to 
one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to combine the elongated 
photodetectors of Takahashi with the sytem as taught or suggested by Ohshima. The motivation 
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for doing so would have been to detect more of the laser beam, or to adapt the photodetector to 
an elongated laser beam. Therefore, it would have been obvious to combine Takahashi with the 
system as taught or suggested by Ohshima. Claim 7 further requires the elongation direction of 
each of the first and second photodetectors be oriented perpendicular to a center axis of the 
cylindrical lens. It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to take the system taught by Ohshima and arrange the photodetectors so that 
their elongated direction be oriented perpendicular to a center axis of the cylindrical lens, since it 
has been held that rearranging parts of an invention involves only routine skill in the art. In re 
Japikse, 86 USPQ 70. 

8. Claims 6 and 7 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Le Gall 
US 2002/0061039 in view of Wakabayashi et al '21 1 or Munks '214, as applied to claims 1-3, 
13-18, 37, 39, and 40 above, and further in view of Takahashi '084. 

Claim 6 requires the first and second photodetectors have an elongated beam receiving 
face. Photodetectors come in various shapes, and an elongated photodetector is utilized by 
Takahashi in a laser system (column 3, lines 60-65). Therefore, it would have been obvious to 
one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to combine the elongated 
photodetectors of Takahashi with the system as taught or suggested by Le Gall. The motivation 
for doing so would have been to detect more of the laser beam, or to adapt the photodetector to 
an elongated laser beam. Therefore, it would have been obvious to combine Takahashi with the 
system as taught or suggested by Le Gall. Claim 6 further requires the elongation direction of 
each of the first and second photodetectors be oriented perpendicular to a center axis of the 
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cylindrical lens. It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to take the system taught by Le Gall and arrange the photodetectors so that 
their elongated direction be oriented perpendicular to a center axis of the cylindrical lens, since it 
has been held that rearranging parts of an invention involves only routine skill in the art. In re 
Japikse, 86 USPQ 70. 

Claim 7 requires the first and second photodetectors have a rectangular beam receiving 
face. Photodetectors come in various shapes, and a rectangular photodetector is utilized by 
Takahashi in a laser system (column 3, lines 60-65). Therefore, it would have been obvious to 
one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to combine the elongated 
photodetectors of Takahashi with the sytem as taught or suggested by Le Gall. The motivation 
for doing so would have been to detect more of the laser beam, or to adapt the photodetector to 
an elongated laser beam. Therefore, it would have been obvious to combine Takahashi with the 
system as taught or suggested by Le Gall. Claim 7 further requires the elongation direction of 
each of the first and second photodetectors be oriented perpendicular to a center axis of the 
cylindrical lens. It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to take the system taught by Le Gall and arrange the photodetectors so that 
their elongated direction be oriented perpendicular to a center axis of the cylindrical lens, since it 
has been held that rearranging parts of an invention involves only routine skill in the art. In re 
Japikse, 86 USPQ 70. 
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9. Claims 9-12, 19-29, and 38 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Ohshima et al '256 in view of Wakabayashi et al '211 or Munks '214, as applied to claims 
1-3, 13-16, 37, 39, and 40 above, and further in view of Noguchi et al '509. 

Claim 9 requires a beam shielding plate which has an aperture and which is arranged 
between the semiconductor laser and the first and second photodetectors. Noguchi teaches a 
beam shielding plate (46; column 10, lines 5-20). Ohshima and Noguchi are analogous art 
because they are from a similar problem solving area: laser systems incorporating filters and 
feedback loops. At the time of the invention, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary 
skill in the art to combine the beam shielding plate of Noguchi with the system as taught or 
suggested by Ohshima. The motivation for doing so would have been to remove unwanted 
portions of the laser light beam. Therefore, it would have been obvious to combine Noguchi 
with Ohshima to obtain the invention as specified in claim 9. 

Claims 1 0 and 1 1 require a positioning member having two plane surfaces that contact 
the cylindrical lens. Although not explicitly stated in Ohshima, it is inherent that a positioning 
member would have to be used to keep the cylindrical lens in place. The shape of the 
positioning member would be a matter of design choice, and would depend on the system in 
which it is being utilized. 

Claim 12 requires the first and second photodetectors have a plurality of photodiodes. It 
would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was 
made to include a plurality of photodiodes in the photodetectors taught by Ohshima, since it has 
been held that mere duplication of the essential working parts of a device involves only routine 
skill in the art. St. Regis Paper Co. v. Bemis Co., 193 USPQ 8. 
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Claims 19-23 require the beam receiving faces of the first and second photodetectors be 
inclined relative to a plane perpendicular to an optical axis of the semiconductor laser device. It 
would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was 
made to take the system of Ohshima and incline the first and second photodetectors at an angle 
to a plane perpendicular to an optical axis of the semiconductor laser device, since it has been 
held that rearranging parts of an invention involves only routine skill in the art. In re Japikse, 86 
USPQ 70. 

With respect to claims 24-26, Ohshima teaches a cylindrical lens (35). Claim 24 requires 
the cylindrical lens have a cut-out surface. At the time of the invention, it would have been 
obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art to require the cylindrical lens of Ohshima have a 
cut-out surface. The motivation for doing so would have been to provide a flat surface for the 
cylindrical lens to be attached to the positioning member (37). Therefore, it would have been 
obvious to provide a cut-out surface on the cylindrical lens to obtain the invention as specified in 
claim 24. 

With respect to claims 27 and 28, Ohshima teaches a beam entering a first cylindrical 
surface portion, and exiting at a second cylindrical surface portion. 

Claim 29 requires an L-shaped positioning member that contacts the cylindrical lens. 
Although not explicitly stated in Ohshima, it is inherent that a positioning member would have to 
be used to keep the cylindrical lens in place. The shape of the positioning member would be a 
matter of design choice, and would depend on the system in which it is being utilized. 

Claim 38 requires the beam receiving face of the first photdetector and the beam 
receiving face of the second photodetector be placed on different planes from each other. It 
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would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was 
made to take the system taught by Ohshima and arrange the photodetectors as stated in claim 38, 
since it has been held that rearranging parts of an invention involves only routine skill in the art. 
In re Japikse, 86 USPQ 70. 

10. Claims 9-12, 19-29, and 38 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Le Gall US 2002/0061039 in view of Wakabayashi et al c 21 1 or Munks '214, as applied to 
claims 1-3, 13-18, 37, 39, and 40 above, and further in view of Noguchi et al '509. 

Claim 9 requires a beam shielding plate which has an aperture and which is arranged 
between the semiconductor laser and the first and second photodetectors. Noguchi teaches a 
beam shielding plate (46; column 10, lines 5-20). Le Gall and Noguchi are analogous art 
because they are from a similar problem solving area: laser systems incorporating filters and 
feedback loops. At the time of the invention, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary 
skill in the art to combine the beam shielding plate of Noguchi with the system as taught or 
suggested by Le Gall. The motivation for doing so would have been to remove unwanted 
portions of the laser light beam. Therefore, it would have been obvious to combine Noguchi 
with Le Gall to obtain the invention as specified in claim 9. 

Claims 10 and 1 1 require a positioning member having two plane surfaces that contact 
the cylindrical lens. Although not explicitly stated in Le Gall, it is inherent that a positioning 
member would have to be used to keep the cylindrical lens in place. The shape of the 
positioning member would be a matter of design choice, and would depend on the system in 
which it is being utilized. 
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Claim 12 requires the first and second photodetectors have a plurality of photodiodes. It 
would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was 
made to include a plurality of photodiodes in the photodetectors taught by Le Gall, since it has 
been held that mere duplication of the essential working parts of a device involves only routine 
skill in the art. St Regis Paper Co. v. Bemis Co., 193 USPQ 8. 

Claims 19-23 require the beam receiving faces of the first and second photodetectors be 
inclined relative to a plane perpendicular to an optical axis of the semiconductor laser device. It 
would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was 
made to take the system of Le Gall and incline the first and second photodetectors at an angle to 
a plane perpendicular to an optical axis of the semiconductor laser device, since it has been held 
that rearranging parts of an invention involves only routine skill in the art. In re Japikse, 86 
USPQ 70. 

With respect to claims 24-26, Le Gall teaches a cylindrical lens (8). Claim 24 requires 
the cylindrical lens have a cut-out surface. At the time of the invention, it would have been 
obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art to require the cylindrical lens of Le Gall have a 
cut-out surface. The motivation for doing so would have been to provide a flat surface for the 
cylindrical lens to be attached to the positioning member (37). Therefore, it would have been 
obvious to provide a cut-out surface on the cylindrical lens to obtain the invention as specified in 
claim 24. 

With respect to claims 27 and 28, Le Gall teaches a beam entering a first cylindrical 
surface portion, and exiting at a second cylindrical surface portion. 
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Claim 29 requires an L-shaped positioning member that contacts the cylindrical lens. 
Although not explicitly stated in Le Gall, it is inherent that a positioning member would have to 
be used to keep the cylindrical lens in place. The shape of the positioning member would be a 
matter of design choice, and would depend on the system in which it is being utilized. 

Claim 38 requires the beam receiving face of the first photdetector and the beam 
receiving face of the second photodetector be placed on different planes from each other. It 
would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was 
made to take the system taught by Le Gall and arrange the photodetectors as stated in claim 38, 
since it has been held that rearranging parts of an invention involves only routine skill in the art. 
In re Japikse, 86 USPQ 70. 

11. Claims 30-32 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Ohshima et 
al '256 in view of Wakabayashi et al '21 1 or Munks '214 and Noguchi et al '509 as applied to 
claims 1-3,9-16, 19-29, and 37-40 above, and further in view of Takahashi '084. 

Claims 30-32 require the first and second photodetectors have an elongated beam 
receiving face and wherein an elongation direction of each of the first and second photodetector 
is oriented perpendicular to a center axis of the cylindrical lens. Photodetectors come in various 
shapes, and an elongated photodetector is utilized by Takahashi in a laser system (column 3, 
lines 60-65). Therefore, it would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to combine the elongated photodetectors of Takahashi with the 
sytem as taught or suggested by Ohshima. The motivation for doing so would have been to 
detect more of the laser beam, or to adapt the photodetector to an elongated laser beam. 
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Therefore, it would have been obvious to combine Takahashi with the system as taught or 
suggested by Ohshima to obtain the invention as specified in claims 30-32. 

12. Claims 30-32 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Le Gall US 
2002/0061039 in view of Wakabayashi et al '21 1 or Munks '214 and Noguchi et al '509 as 
applied to claims 1-3, 9-29, and 37-40 above, and further in view of Takahashi '084. 

Claims 30-32 require the first and second photodetectors have an elongated beam 
receiving face and wherein an elongation direction of each of the first and second photodetector 
is oriented perpendicular to a center axis of the cylindrical lens. Photodetectors come in various 
shapes, and an elongated photodetector is utilized by Takahashi in a laser system (column 3, 
lines 60-65). Therefore, it would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to combine the elongated photodetectors of Takahashi with the 
sytem as taught or suggested by Le Gall. The motivation for doing so would have been to detect 
more of the laser beam, or to adapt the photodetector to an elongated laser beam. Therefore, it 
would have been obvious to combine Takahashi with the system as taught or suggested by Le 
Gall to obtain the invention as specified in claims 30-32. 

13. Claims 33-36 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Ohshima et 
al '256 in view of Wakabayashi et al '21 1 or Munks '214, as applied to claims 1-3, 13-16, 37, 
39, and 40 above, and further in view of Broutin et al '157. 

With respect to claims 33,35, and 36, Ohshima teaches a package wherein the 
semiconductor laser, the first and second photodetectors, and the wavelength filter are housed 
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therein (figure 9). Claim 33 requires a wedge-shaped window being attached to the package and 
having a wedge-shaped cross section, wherein the semiconductor laser is configured to further 
emit another laser beam which is transmitted outside the package through the wedge-shaped 
window. Broutin discloses such a configuration (figure 1; column 4, lines 1-6). Ohshima and 
Broutin are analogous art because they are from a similar problem solving area: wavelength 
monitoring apparatus for semiconductor lasers. Therefore, at the time of the invention, it would 
have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art to combine the wedged window 
configuration of Broutin with the system as taught or suggested by Ohshima. 

With respect to claim 34, Broutin teaches another lens (160) being arranged between the 
semiconductor laser and the wedge-shaped window. 

14. Claims 33-36 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Le Gall US 
2002/0061039 in view of Wakabayashi etal '211 or Munks '214, as applied to claims 1-3, 13- 
18, 37, 39, and 40 above, and further in view of Broutin et al '157. 

With respect to claims 33, 35, and 36, Le Gall teaches a package wherein the 
semiconductor laser, the first and second photodetectors, and the wavelength filter are housed 
therein (figures 6 and 7). Claim 33 requires a wedge-shaped window being attached to the 
package and having a wedge-shaped cross section, wherein the semiconductor laser is configured 
to further emit another laser beam which is transmitted outside the package through the wedge- 
shaped window. Broutin discloses such a configuration (figure 1; column 4, lines 1-6). Le Gall 
and Broutin are analogous art because they are from a similar problem solving area: wavelength 
monitoring apparatus for semiconductor lasers. Therefore, at the time of the invention, it would 
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have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art to combine the wedged window 
configuration of Broutin with the system as taught or suggested by Le Gall. 

With respect to claim 34, Broutin teaches another lens (160) being arranged between the 
semiconductor laser and the wedge-shaped window. 

Response to Arguments 
15. Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 1-40 have been considered but are moot in 
view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 



Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Leith A Al-Nazer whose telephone number is 703-305-2717. 
The examiner can normally be reached on Monday-Friday 7:30am-4:00pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Paul Ip can be reached on 703-308-3098. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is (703) 872-9306. 

Any inquiry of a general nature or relating to the status of this application or proceeding 
should be directed to the receptionist whose telephone number is 703-306-3329. 
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